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ABSTRACT 

A control factor to): studies of high school peer 
influence on college aspiration was used. Previous estimates of high' 
school peer influence on college aspirations have used peer 
similarity as an indicator of peer influence but have neglected to 
control for peers' initial similarity in aspirations at the beginning 
of their friendships. .Longitudinal sociomet^riq data on choices and 
aspirations were used to control for friends' Initial similarity, and 
a correction' factor for peer influence was competed. Two standard 
types of models were used: the "Wisconsin^-ty^e' recursive model of 
status attainment and a nonrecursive "reciprocal inflvence" model. 
The Wisconsin-type model used data from a 15-year followup study for 
.28 boys who chose new best friends' between fall" 1957 and spring 
1958. The recursive-influence model followed 993 boys arid 936 girls, 
who had new ^est friends. Additional variables include: I.Q. and 
friend's I.Q.'; grade point average; sociaeconomic status; 
occupational aspiration, and educational aspiration of the child and 
the friend; parents' educational and occupational encouragement; and 
educational and occupational attainmeot. It was fourtd that priot 
estimates of peer influence had/been^nf lated by over 100 percent. 
High school peer influence on college aspirations had a weak effect. . 
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ABSTRACT . 



Previous estimates of high school peer influence on college aspirar 
tions have used peer-similarity as an indicator of peer influence but \ 
have neglected to control for peers' ini^tial similarity in aspirations" 
at the begiiining of their friendships. The present ahalysis employs 
such a control in both a "Wisconsin"-type recursive model of status attain 
lijent and a noijrecursive "recjlprocal in£liience" model, and finds that prior 
estimates of peer influence have been inflated by over 100%^ Vligh 
school peer influence on college aspirations is a weak effect with a path 
coefficient between .1 and .2 itv the models testedv 
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PEER INFLyENCE ON COLLEGE ASPIRATION'S * • 
I WITH INITIAL ASPIRATIONS CONTROLLED ' . 

•\ V \ ■ • ■ ' 

' ■ ( -y ' ' ' 

High school studentjj' c ose friends iiifluence^ their decisions as to 

^ ' : 

.whether of not to attend college (je.g., Campbell and Alexander, 1965; 
Duncan, Hallex, i^d Portes, 1968; Kandel and Lesser, 1969; Hauser, 1972; 
Sewell and Hauser, 1972; Alexander and Eckland, 197$), and there have been 
numerous attempts to quantify the magnitude of this peer influence effect* 
The chief techniqi^ employed for this plgnpose has •been path 'analysis, where 
the size of the peer infliience effect has been represf^tecj by the, coef- 
ficient of the direct patt) from best "friend's college plans, to respondent's 
college plans. Coefficients for this path have often exceeded .2, 
suggesting a fairly ' substantial ef'fect' (see Hauser, 19^2; Aie^^ander and 
Eckland, 1975; Sewell and Hauser, 1975; Alexander, Eckland and . Griffin, 1975; 
Hauser, Sewell and Alwin, 1976; aiid Alwin and 

otto, 1977). , . , 

However, the effect of peer iijfluence on college aspirations is 

«> 

smaller than these findings indicate because estimates have been inflated 
by the omission of a crucial control . These studies have, in effect, used 
peer similjprity in aspirations as a measure of peer influence ,' attributing' 
all peer similarity to^peqr influence, and^ failing tp control for fri^n|ls/ 
initial similarity in aspirations at the time for friendship selection.^ 
Since, however, peers sejlf-select each other as friends on the basis of 
initially similar aspiration>s (Cohen, 1977; Kandel, 1978), their similar 
aspirations are- due to both (1) initial similarity ^t the time of -friendship 
selection and (2) peer influence following friendship formation. Without 
controls for initial similarity the portion of eventual similarity due to 
influence is overestimated, ^ 



This problem has been pbintcd out by Krauss (1964) and Duncan, Haller, 
and Portes (1968) , and Shown to be sub§"tantial by Cohen (1977) and Kandel . 
(1978), but th« niVgnitude of overestimation has nfever been adequately 
determined.' Kandel (1978:436) concluded that standard models "overestimate 
by about 100% the .influence of friends. ^H-" while Cohen (1977) concluded ,» 
that there^Vas no peer influence on college plans: so we are, left with 
conflicting indications. Moreover, ^either Cohen (1977) nor Kandel- (1978) 
measured the overestimate directly by ^omputing the overestimated value 
in^th^ same .manner a.s that used by prior investigators using conventional 
4 models. Their methods merely simulated and approximated a direct computation. 
The present analysis goes beyond Cohen (1977) and Kandel (1978) to 
actually compute the degree of t overestimation bbtained by standard path 
analytic methods. First, peer influence, on aspirations is computed con- 
ventionally, without controlling for peers' initially similar 'aspirations. 
Next, the conventional models are modified to control for initial peer 
similarity, and peer influence is re-computed. The comparison of the con-- 
ventional and"^ corrected estimates shows the percentage of overestimation 
obtained through standard methods and provides a correction factor that? can 
be applied to conventionally-obtained results to produce an estimate of ^ 
peer influence on aspirations with initial similarity of aspirations controlled. 

The computati^rt' of^the correction factor for peer influence on as- 
pirations is illustrated here on two prominent types of models: (1) the 
"Wisconsin" type of recursive model (see especially Jewell, -jla 11 er and 
phlendorf,1970, and Hauser, Sewell and Alwin. 1976), and (2) a "reciprocal 
influence" model, which improves upon the Wisconsin model's built-in assumption 

that friend's aspirations affect respondent's but not vice-versa (s«e Duncan, 

J 

Haller and Portes, 1^68:12/ and following). . 
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data' • •. < . ' ' . 

Controls for firends' initial similarity at the%ime of friendship' 
> * • / ' , . -■■ ^ 

selection are impossible with cross-sectional Mata; however, ^longitudinal 

measurement of sociometric choices and aspiratiqns permits such a control. 
Previous longitudinal status -attainment studies measured Status attainments 
long after aspirations , but their analyses of peer influence were cross- 
sectional: without longitudinal soci6metric data they were unable tb 
conitrol for^riends' prior simi-larity " 

In contrast, the present data combine "Coleman's, (1961) Adolescent Soci^y 

/ 

panel^data with a 15~year follow-up study of early stam-attainment to form . 
a three-wave data-set. The -t'irst two waves consist of questionnaire res- 
ponses, school data on I,Q. and grades., and sociometric data collected by 
Coleman (1961) in the fall of 1957 and aoain in the spring of 1^58 on the - 
total student bodies qf ten Midwestern high schools. The students' parents 
were also ihterviewefd during that school year. The third wave, carried out 
by Lloyd '^emaie and cither's" (described by Mai^ini, 1978) in 1973, re-j.nterviewed 
6,680 of Coleman's 8,148 original t)ubli(5 scho61 respondents. •> 
The two-point panel sociometric data permit th^ effects of initial \ 
j^omopiiiHc peer selection, measured at time 1, to be controlled while cal-' 
culating peer influence, as measured at time 2. When just new (spring, 1958) 
relationships are selected for analysis , each flew friend's influence on 
spring, 1958 aspiratiorjs may be considered his total influen(!e; since a 
respondent's fall, 1957 aspirations', which predated his new sprillg friend's 
influence, may be^ssumed free of and separate from his new friend's inffUence 
they can be co ntrolled without artif actually eliminating part of the friend's 
influence. Therefore, college aspirations just prior to selection can be 
contr olled when peer inflUenc* is assessed; 
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Bbcause t^R assumption that time 1 aspirations are unaffected by 
friend's aspirations requires that* early aspirations be determined pripr 
to friendship formation, this mode of analysis can be validly applied only 
to new frienashi|rs^ Fortunately, w.ith^'Sociometric data for both fall 1957 
and spring 1958, it is possible to tell which friendship choices were 
formed over the 1957-.1958 school year. The analyses below focus on res- 
'pondents with new friends. . toph the recursive "Wisconsin" ^odel'and the 
reciprocal-influence model use' '-'best friend's iVifluence" to represent peer; 
influence,, and only respondents with new b^st. friends at time 2 (spring, 1958) 
are selected- for study. Since the Wisconsin type model incorporates at-. 
^ tainment variables, its anal/sis utilizes data from the fifteen-year follow- 
up study. There were 2,485 "follow-up boys" who participated in all three 
wavqfe; 728 of • these' chose new. best friends between time 1 and time 2, 'and 
are used to analyse this model ^elow (a parallel analysis pannot be performed 
on the "follow-up gipl's'' since "occupatioival aspirations," a necessary vari- 
able, was not measlhred for girls}*. , • . 

Since tha "reciprocaj-influen^^e" model includes no attainment variables, 
its analysis can be based on the pai^el of students . measured twice by* Coleman, 
a larger subsample thafi those in the fOllow-up study, ^ Of the 3,3,02 boys 
and 3,691 girls in this panel, the 993 boys and 936 girls with new best "* • 
friends at time ? were selected for analysis • s ^ ' 

This data-vset incltides a broad cross-section of youth ftgrn small-town 

\ • r 

r • 

• and suburban -schools, the maj or- religious divisions (Protestant, Catholic and 
Jewish), and a wide range of socioeconomic statuses. Of course, one must ^ 

■ be jbautious in generalizing the- Conclusions of the study to the B^^oups that 
are absent or under-represented: black and Spanish -speaking students ;. -students 
outside the Midwest; and those in central city and private schools. 



\ MEASUREMENTS 
Proper mea^rement of peer influence on aspirations requires not only , 
a control for peers '• initial similarity but for other variables as well. 

Fortunately, the status- at tai^iiment models to W tested already include, the 

• ■ " 1 ■ '. / 

control variables determined appropriate by previous research. , 

' . ' \ : • ^ • ■ 

Variables have been* Measured through use of ,school data on grade point ♦* 

average ^"d I.Q., the questionnaire responses of students ahd their parents, 

A, . ' * 

and sociometric choites written onto the questionnaires.. Exact wording foi* 

^ ... , . _^ ^ ■ 

Coieman's (1961) items may be found in his Appendix. Descriptions of each 

variable used- in the present, study follo)v:' ^ ^ . 

» • ■ , • .. ^ *• /' 

' Best friend : This is the first name given' when Coleman (1961)^ asked * 

boys, "Whay b^jys here in school do you go ground with most often?" and asked 

girls >4wt girls they went'^around \^ith most often (cross-^ex choices were ex- 

eluded*). . Coleman left open" the number of friendships to be reported^. 

, •» ' 

I.Q. and frien d's I.Q- . : Mbst students took the Otis test or the Califom 
: ^ ,-.*>• * 

Test of Mental Maturity. All test scores were iMxnned the -^aroe au.d. pooled int 

^ " - . ' :■ 

one variable. . , 

• ' « ' • . ^ . ■ ' ; , 

Grade^Qint Average : Averages were collected throughout the 1957-1958 
academic year' from school records, and are coded on a four-point scale. 

Socio-econpmic Stal us: This variab.le is represented by the prestige of- 
the major c^sus category of fat>ier's occupation. Coleman neither coded more 
,precise prestige' scores nor obtaineaVpod information about income. 

Respondent's Cpllegg Aspi i ations:. Aj^ked whether .or not they planned to 
go to college, respondents answered "yes," "undecided J' 'or "no." This 
question was repeated inj^oth fall and spring,. j 

Respondent's Occupational Asjjiratipns : Boys (but not girls") were asked 
in the ^11 interview what kind of wprk they planned to go -inco when they ^ . 
finished their schooling^ Responses were coded according to major census 



category. Since this question was nof repeated, it was impossible to obtain 

' i • ■ 

corrected va-^ues for the magnitude of p'eer influence on occupatio-nal as- 

V pirations. 

• ■Eriend'^s Soc ioeconomic Status, Friend' s EduQationaX Asp i rations, Fr iend's 
Occupational Aspirations : Since respondent's questionnaire and school data ^ 
were matched witli ffien4*s, the fri^*hi*s questionnaire 

■ ■ - 

variables are self -report data. ^ 

Parents' Occupational Encouragement : Parents were asked what kind ^f work 
they would like to see their sons (but not daughters) gc into. Responses 
•were coded by major' 'census category. ✓ ' . • 

Parenfs' Educational Encouragement : Asked whether they wanted their son 
or-'daughter to go to college, parents^ answered "yes," "undecided," or "no." 

Educational Attainment : Respondents were asked in the fifteen-year jfxa^llow- 
up Svtudy how much education they had completed, from some high school , to 
professional or graduatfe work beyond college,. 

Oc cupational Attainment Using data from the follow-up study, respondent's 
most recent occupation was -scored using Temme's (1975) ^prestige index. 

■ 

- Al^ANLYSIS I: CORRECTION OF A RECURSIVE MODEL 

k ■ . " . 

Model I ' ' 

Description, of the-Mode l. Mode-l I, a recursive model similar to pr^- 
vipus Wisconsin nfodels is diagrammed , in Figure la. Assumptions about, the 
causal effects of I.Q., parents' S.E.S., and grade point average are those^ 
of Sewell ^aller, and Ohlendorf C1970) , and are ;*xp'lained in their article"; 
one principle feature of thi? type of model is that the^' effects' of the ex- 
ogenous variables on aspirations ^d attainments are mediated by the -influence , 
of .significant others. "Significant others' influence" is disaggregated into 
(1) peers' and {2) parents' influences on aspirations Csimilar to Hauser, Sewell, 
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and Alwin, 1976)'^; beyond this, both peers' parents' influence are further 
divided into (1) educational and (2) occupational influence (s6e Otto, 1978). 
Significant others' educational influences directly ' affect respondent's » 

t 

col lege (but not occupational) aspirations, while their occupational in-/ 
fluences directly affect respondents octupa^ional (but not college) aspri- 
ations (see Figure la). As in previous Wisconsin models, it is assumed that 
there are no causal relations between the "significant other" variables (Xj 
through X5J ^r between the aspiration variables (Xg and Xy). • ^ 

Since peers are primarily models,. not "definers" (see Picou and Carter, • 
1976:17), . it is their levels of aspiration, not their levels of encpuragement , 
that are included in the model and that influence respondent's college plans 
(p6««). Peers' levels of aspiration depend on respondents' background character- 
istics because respondents seledt their friends, and respondents with higher 
grades, I.Q,, and socioeconomic status tend to^^se^^ct firtends with higher 
aspiration levels, ' ' ^ 

Solution and Results . Since this model utilizes the attainment variables 
measured in the fifteen-year fpllow-up study, its parameters are estimatefd 
from the 'subsampl'e of 728 follow-up boys with new best friends at time 2. 

^Meani^ standard deviations, and Pearsonian correlation coefficients for a^l * 
variable? in the model are shown ift Appendix I. All disturbances have been 
assumed independent of each 6ther and a full information maximum likel^ihood ^ 

• solution for the model has been cqmputed usiiig the LISREL program. The 

standardized structural coefficients are presented in Table 1. 

*•> . . ■ ' 

Many ^aths in this model correspond directly to identical paths m 

Sewell, Hafler, and Ghlendoi^f's (1970, figur*e 2)' version of the V isconsin 

modeL; for these corresponding paths the Model .1 results are roughly similar 

tj wtheir results: ^the average difference in corresponding path coefficients ^ 

between the two data sets is slightly under .09.'° The' standardized coefficient 

for peer influence on college aspirations, p6<4» is .254 , which falls into the 

10 • . ' 



• 




• range reported, in previous studies of this sort. This establishes 
the typicality of the present data-set. ' 

Model lA 

Description of the Model . A corrected figure for peer influence on 
educational aspirations with friend's initial similarity controlled can be 
obtained by 'modifying Model I. Initial peer similarity may controlled 
through the insertion of a new co»trol variable, "early college aspirations," 
Bjeasured in the fall of 1957 Ctime l), shortly before respondent selected 
his best friend. The insertion of this variable, Xo, modifies Model I into 
Model lA (see Figure lb) . , 

In Model I the effects of homophilic selection and peer influence were 
confounded to the extent that respondent's early aspirations and friend's 
aspirations were correlated due to homophilic selection = .36). Because 
of this correlation high levels of friend 's^ aspirations, X:», predicted back 
to high levels of respondent's early aspirations, Xo; these early aspirations 
in turn continued on to affect respondent's later aspirations, Xe, quite 
?tT..igly. In short, besides the direct path from U to Xe there also operated 
an implicit indirect path between Xw and Xe which was mediated by Xo ^d which 
was not included i.n the model. Therefore, part of the .254 value of Pfci, was 
actually not due to the direct effect of Xi, on Xe at all but to this indirect 
path which existed because of homophilic selection. The addition of Xo as a 
direct antecedent of Xe in Model lA partials out the effect of respondent's 
selection of a friend with similar college aspirations. This spurious 
indirect effect is eliminated in Model lA when^Xo is controlled; it i; ef- 
fectually subtracted from the inflated .254 figure one obtains with Xo un- 
controlled.^^ Thus, in Model lA, pew, the palh from friend's to respondent-'s 
college aspirations, may be interpreted appropriately as an influence effect 
since the effects of respondent's homophilic choice have been removed from it. 
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Selection is represented in Model lA by p,,o- Respondent's early aspirations, 
Xou, are shown in Figure lb to "cause" fra -nd's plans. X^. But this "cause" 
is not attributable to peer influence since recursive, Wisconsin models 

•allow for one-way influence only , wherein friend influences respondent, and 
not for reciprocal influence wtierein respondent influences his friend, too. 
Instead, early plans affect friend's plan's much as socioeconomic status, 
. I.Q., and grade-point average affect friend's plans: ythe higher these 
variables, the higher the likely college aspirations of the person chosen 
as best friend. In a Wisconsin model the Xa, Xc, Xi, and Xq values of a 
respondent we '11 call "Charles" have no effect on the college aspirations of 

.his best friend . "George", but explain (in part) why "George" was chosen 
over "Sam", and why "George's" Xi, value appears in "Charles "'data-,file 
instead of "Sam's" X^ value. Since Wisconsin models are respondent centered, 
X^ is considered chajracteristic of the respondent; it varies with his 
choice of best friend, although it is considered fixed for a given friend. 
In short, the variance in Xu that is accounted for by Xq is attributable to * 

, selection. And the effects of renondent's homophobic selection of his best 

If 

friend on his college aspirations may be assessed from the indirect path 
between Xo and Xg that is mediated by X^: the higher respondent's early col- 
lege aspirations (Xo) , the higher the aspiration of the chosen best friend 
' (XO and, in turn, the more upward the friend's pull on respondent's later 
aspirations (Xe) • 

Two other paths new to Model lA require some explanation. The first, of 
these, the direct path peo between respondent's early and late aspirations, 
is a stability coefficient; it represents the tendency , of respondent's college 
aspirations to remain stable independently of whether best friend reinforces 
and stabilizes them through peer pressure or exerts pressure on respondent 
to change. The second, po2 . represents parents' influence on early college 

12 
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aspirations as distinguished frompea, parents' effect on later college 
aspirations with their effect on early aspirations controlled. The variable 
X2 represents curre nt parental encouragement for purposes of interpreting 
P62 and parents' early encouragement for purposes of interpreting Poa-^' 

One more feature of Model I A should be noted. Respondent's early 
colle'ge aspirations; Xo, do not depend on friend's influence sinc^' the 
friend has not yet been selected at time 1. 

Solution and Results. To solve Model lA all disturbances are again 

= < 

assumed independent of each other, recurs ivity is assumed, and the maximum 
likelihood solution is obtained through LISREL. The path coefficients are 
found in Table 2 abov^ the slashes. All are (within rounding error) the 
fame as in Model I except f 0 ' those paths' leading up to Xq , Xi+ , and Xg.^^ 

It is those paths explaining Xg, later college aspirations, that are of 
central concern to this paper. First of all, college aspirations were quite 
stable between fall and spring (peo = .600). This stability suggests that 
during the interval between time 1 and 2, the forces for (non-uniform) } * 
change in these aspirations were relatively ineffective. The small .075 
path between parents' educational encouragement and later plans shows that 

the level of parental encouragement did ?ittle to transform time 1 plans 

I ■ . 

i 

(parents' imp^dt c^e earlier as shown by the .363 value of po2)» And, mbst 
importantly, peer influence, represented by Peui is only .120, which con- 
statutes a rather small force for the modification of earlier plans^ 

The new value of P6i4 implies a correction factor of 53% and an original 
overestimate in Model I of over 100-6. Pe/r influence on aspirations is 
seen to be a small effect •-^^ / 
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Oni? caveat in accepting these results at face value is that the 
disturbances ofXo and Xe could be autocorrel ated rather, than independent 

Q 

as assumed since Xo and Xe measure the same variable a,t difrerent time 
points. If so, the \5iolati0n bf orthogonality assumptions could call into 
question the results obtaii^ei (see Blalock, 1969:83; Heise, 1970:21; • 
Williams, 1972:119; Chase-Dunn, 1975:727, note 8). In order to guard 
against this possibility, the coefficients for Model lA have been recom- 
puted by LISREL without the assumption that these tw^ disturbances are 
uiicorrelated* Hlien the correlation between them, rho, is treated as a 
free parameter. Model lA remains identified; the solution so obtained is 
shown in Table 2 be^ow the slashes. 

% It\ this new solution all coefficients are identical to those obtained 
\ <> 
with rho asr tuned to bf; zero expept for the paths leading up to Xg, which 

are as f\ii ows. Path peo> the»> stability coefficient for college aspirations, 

.now equals .9i6, reflecting tremendous stability in cpllege plans; and 

grades and parents have virtually no direct influence on later college 

aspirations (though the^" Indirect effects via early aspirations are ^ 

Strengthened by the powerful .956 path between early and late aspirations). 

1 9 

Although these path differ from the case where rho is assumed zero, 
peer influence on college plans remains much as before , withPG^ ~ .116. 
The implied correction factor remains at 53% based on an original Model I 

. 'i 

overestimate greater ilrj^an lOO-o, 

Analysis ii: correction of a "reciprocal influence" model 

Model II 

Description of the Model . Despite the preponderance of recursive 

models in tKe status-attainment literature (see above) , there is considerable 

'merit in the argument that each respondent and his best friend mutually 
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influence each other's aspirations and thftt an accurate model of. peer 
influence on aspirations must include recif)TOcal causation between re- 
spondent's and friend/ s aspirati'ons (see Duncan, Haller and Portes, 1968: 
122). This ^al>sis, therefore? 'corrects a model of reciprocal peer 
influence in the same way as the Wisconsin model was corrected abt)ye« 
Model II (Duncan, Haller and Portes' Model I), shown in Figure 2a, provides 
an uncorrected peer influence value to serve as a^standard of comparison 
for assessing the degree '^to which peer influence on college aspirations 
is overestimated by reciprocal influence models which include no control 
miituVj selection on the basis of common aspirations. 
In this model each student's aspirations are assumed to depend on his 
own I.Q. and S.E.S., his friend^s aspirations, and his friend's S.E.S. 
Peer influence on aspirations, represented by Pzk and Vk2$ is depicted as 
mutual and instantaneous. The correlation between disturbances is not 

C 

assumed to hff zero. 

^ Solution ^d Result s. Since no attainment variables from the follow-up 
study are included in this model, the panel , not the follow-up sample, was 
used as the basis for analyzing Model II. The analyses that follow utilize 
data from the 993 panel boys and 936 panel girls who chose new friends be- 
tween time 1 and time 2. (Means, standard deviations , and Pearson correlatiT9n 
for these subsamples are found in Appendix 2.) Model II is just-identified. 
Its maximum likelihoo^ solution has been computed by LISREL and the path 
coefficients appear in Table 3, column 1. 

Although the mathematics and logic of Models II and IIA are symmetric,, 
note that the correspondinjg pairs of path coefficients for respondent and 
friend need not be equal: respondent ' influence on friend's aspirations (p^2 

does not equal friend's influence on respondent's aspirations (p2^). 
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ins'tead of using the s^..trizing method of Duncan, Haller and Portcs 
C196B:128-129 and Table 1, P. 121) to correct this, the figures -for p.. 
and p., haVe^been si.ply averaged in order to s^.axize in c^e n«ber the 
magnitude of peer influence on college aspirations. 

Ue resulting averages are .410 for boys and .411 for girls. These 
uncorrected figures, if t a. en at face value, would i.ply a substantial 
peer in t'luenp/ effect. 



Model IIA • , 

DesHiEti£n.ofJheMo^ As in the recursiv.- case (Model 1) , the 

raw peer influence fi^es .obtained f.o. Model II can. be'corrected for 
peers' initial s|milarity. In a reciprocal choice model, both respo:. 
denfs and friend's initial >>spirations may be introduced as Control 
variables. This modification transfo«s Model II into Modei IIA. sho>^ 
ij. Figure 2b. whinh, in contrast to Model II. controls for peers' initial . 
levels of aspiration shortly before the time' of mutual selection, and tl«s • 
for homophilic choice based on common.Taspirations. . ^ 

Since Model IIA is a reciprocn! influence model, respondent's as- 
pirations are assumed to affect best friend's aspirations through peer in- 
fluence ,'not_simElz through selection as in Model lA: hence, both 
and P. axe considered peer influence paths. Since peer influence is assumed 
to take place only af^jr the relationship has begun, later plans are influenced 
o„ly by friend's aspirations afLir friendship formation, not by his/her aspira- 
tions before friendship ^format ion : hence, paths Pj , and p^ , are omittl,d. For the 
sa« reason respondents' and friends' earl^ aspirations are directly affected 
only by their background variables, but not by friend's influence. Likewise, 
since friendship selection his occu.;red after .early aspirations were determined. 
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respondent's and friend's background S.E»S. are assumed to affect each other s 
later aspirations directly (p^f and p^^^but not to |f feet each other's early , 
aspirations directly (p^^^ « p^^ « 0) (These assumptions are only valid for 
respondents with new best friends ; as in Model lA, the model is only correctly 
specified for subsamples of respondents with new friends.) 

Soultion and Results . Model IIA is identified if rho^- 0; since the 
model is symmetric this means both that the disturbances, of Yi and Y2 are 

uncorrelated and .that the disturbances of Y3 and are uncorrelated . As in 

» 

the recursive case (Model lA), let us first assume that rho is zero and solve 
with LISREL. Path coefficients are shown in Table 3f column 2. . 

Background variables' effects on time 1 aspirations are consistentl/ 
stronger than their effects on time 2 aspirations as estimated in Model II. 
This difference is probably a consequence of the Model IIA assumption that earlj 
aspirations precede peer influence: therefore, the background variables were not 
competing with peer influence to explain variance in time 1 aspirations* Background 
factors' effects on later aspirations in Mod^l IIA are net their effects on 
early aspirations, so it is not surprising that most of their effect on aspir- 
ations is early, and that virtually none occurs later. The effect of early 
aspirations on later aspirations is strong, with P21 and pit3 in the .6 - .7 area. 

The correlation between the disturbances pf \% and Yi, is an acceptable -.242 

* > 

for boys and -.243 for girls (see Duncan, Haller and Portes, 1968). 

The magnitude of peer influence, represented by the average of P2H and p4j2, 
is .137 for boys and ♦ISl for girls, much lower than in Model II. The correction 
factors are t7 and 63 percejnt for boys and girls, respectively, revealing over- 
estimates of over lOOZ in ftciprocal choice models when initial hdmophily is 
left uncontrolled. 
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V. 

^ As in the recursive case, the asVumption that rho « 0 could be invalid 

due to autocorrelation; .gain, it seems advisable to relax this assumption and 
solve a second time to see if the results hold yp. Model IIA differs from ^ 
Model, IA» in that when the assvi&ption that rho « 0 is r^axed, two other cor- 

^ relations must be assumed zero ih,-order to identify the} model: (a) the cor- 

■ ^ 

. relation between the^ dist\irbances of Yx and Y^ , and (b) the correlation between 
the disturbances of Y2 arid Y3 . But this new set of assumptions improves on the 
questionable assumption that rho « 0: since rho refers to autocorrelations 
between the same variable at two points in time, it is expected- to be positive 
in (Value in direct contradiction to the assumption that fixes it atzero. At 

^ ■ ■ . ■ / 

least under the new set of assumptions there are no theoretical expectations 
that non-2;ero values will occur for the correlations that been^fixed at 

zero. 

With the new assumptions in force and rho treated as a free parameter^ 
Model IIA is once again solved through LISREL. The resulting path coefficients 
appear in Table 3, column 3.^^ 

Coefficients for the paths leading up to Y^ and Y3 are just as before. 
However, some of the ejects of background factors on time 2 aspirai^^ons come 
out somewhat larger, falling in the .1 - .2 range. The effect of early plans 
on later plans now rangrs between .296 and .794 depending on the value of jrho. ^ 
The average peer influence value is .167 for boys and .185 for girls, figures 
nearly as low as those obtained when rho was assumed to I^j zero. The correction 
factors for boys and girls arc 62Z and 58% Respectively. These correction 
factors for the reciprocal choice model are not very different from those for 
the recursive model, although both the uncorrected and corrected influence . 
levels arp a bit higher in the reciprocal influence model. 
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DISCUSSION 



ft > 

The purpose of this paper has been quite limited and specific, namely to 
compute a correction factor for peer influence, on aspirations once initial 
.aspirations-^ave been controlled. The analysis illustrates how two standard 
types of models can be modified to add this control, assuming the availability 

* • 

of longitudinal sociometric data. It also shows on a fairly representative • 
and not atypical data-set how such a correction procedure might come out 
numerically, i.e., how great in magnitude th^ correction factor might be. 
All the correction factors fall betwee^ 53Z and 67Z: this holds true across 
different m<5^1s.' These figures can^be kept in mind for assessing the likely 
overestimates obtained whenever conventipnal models are used. 

This is not to say that the correction fc-tor is invaria«4^f rom sample ^ 
to sample; we can only learn its degree of i^variance from repeated computation 
of this correction on different data." The correction factors obtained should 
vary according to the specific model employed; however, varying the model did 
not cause the magnitude of the correcti<in factor to vary much in the present 
data • 

* To >^e extent that present measures of (1) the uncorrected magnitude of peer 
influence, and (2) the correction factors are typical, some tentative conclusions 
may fee advanced about th* magnitude of peer influence on college plans. Despite 
different Jtypes of mo3els (recursive 3nd non-recursive), peer influence fell into 
the .1 - ,2 ifenge. This stamps it as a decidedly smaller effect than most past re- 

search has indicated, since most uncorrected figures have faQeilW xnto the •2*- .3 

S ' ■ . ' 

ranae (and did also in h5odel I of this study). It should be recognized that there 
is no single effect of ^^^ee^ influence^'; ther^^ are only "peer influence on college 
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aspirations." "peer influence on occupational aspirations," "peer influence' 
of drug us- " and so on. Peers may be quite influential in^some areas of 
life but not others* Cohen (1977) and KandelH 1978) have reported in part 
the range of tl^is variation, and in both of these fetudies college aspirations 
came out as'^one of the weakest areas of , peer influence. Peer influent^ may 
be strong in many areas of life, but this study indicates that peer influence 

on^ college aspirations is quite a weak effect. 

'V • 

* ' Since peer effects on college aspirations were not eliminated by the 
addition of a bontrol for initial homophily, peer influence on college as- 
pirations should not be dropped from future status-attainment models. Since, 
however, most status-attainment models will be solved without ^he availability 
of longitudinal sociometric data, and since the computation of peer influence 
correction factors is cumbersome, it is unfikely that corrected peer influence 
values can be routinely obtained. Perhaps ^he best strategy will be to com- 
pute standard, uncorrected values of peer influence and then simply apply_^ 
the correction factor obtained from this, study or similar replications of it 
to obtain corrected values. , . » 

The introduction of a correction factor or the inclusion of a control 
for initial homophilic selection will definitely improve models of the type 
analyzed here. However, this analysis purports to be one ste£ toward the 
ideal of correct modeling, not the completion of the journey. Future status- 
""attainment studies should incorporate types of peer influence ignored in past 
research'. The emphasis on "best friend" iVifluence has slighted cross-sex 
influence, which could be quite importaijt (see Otto, 1977). and the influence 
of respondents' total interpersonal environmetvts or networks. Furthermore, 
the emphasis on current friends and their influence ignores rfcpondents " ^istory 
of friendship. Are the lasting effects of past friends' influence more sub- 
stantial than the effects of current frie- Is? Is there a key age at which 
peers are most influential? Thf 'present study haff operat ionalized peer in- 

\20 ■ 
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fj^v^ence as current best friend^s influence only to utilizer the most prominent 
Mtatus--attairtment models to illustrate the correction factor; this doqs nojt 

] ■ ■ •' . ■ 

constitute approval of their narrow ^construct ion of the peer influence concepts 

Besidejs the need to improve their measurement of pee?; influence, status- 
attainment models need additional refinements as well. For example, occupationyal 
and educational encouragement and aspirations should be kept separate but at 
the same time related in some way. A deta^il-ed discussion of suggested changes 
in status-attainment models. *Vould go beyond the scope of this paper. Ho^JJ 
ever, many more refinements arc yflfrobably needed before these mdels^may be 
considered "correctly specified" and the estimates obtaine^ from them con- 
sidered definitive. 
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FOOTi^OTES 

■A 

In other studies' (e.g. , Jewell , Haller, and Portes, 1969; Sewell, 
Haller and Ohlendorf, 1970; Woelfel*and Haller, 1971; Sewell and Hauser,-^ 
1975) peer influences w^re combined with parents' and teactyers' in-;, 
fluences into indices of "significant other" influence; path coefficients 
between significant other indices and college plans have generally 
ranged" between .4 and •6. ■ . *^ 

A few studies (e.g., Duncan, Haller and Portes, 1968; Sewell and Hauser, 
1972; WiUiams, 1972; Picou and Carter, 1976) have partially controlled 
for initial homophilic selection through a technique (see Duncan, Haller 
and Portes, 1968:136; Karweit, 1976:1) which controls for assortative. 

« 

• ■ 

friendship pairing based on exogenous background variables correlated 
with aspirations Ce.g,^ I.Q.; parental i occupation, income, and education) 
however, assortative friendship pairing on the b^,8l8 of initially similar 
educational and/or occupational aspiration^ cannot be fully controlled 
through this technique (see Duncan, Haller and Portes, 1968:135-136) • 
There was some case loss through panel attrition. Of 8,879 students 
interviewed in the fall of 1957, 8,223 were re-st^udied the next spring 
to form Coleman's panel; of 4,212 public school boys drlginally inter- 
viewed, 3,671 were in the panel, and 3,176 were in the foHow-up study. . 
A check for selective panel attrition reveals that later waves (compared* 
to wave 1) slightly underrepresent students with lowest college aspir- 
ations, but are unbi/ 5ed in I.Q., in parents' socioeconomic status, and 
in the importance with which peers were regarded; it is important that 
the most peer-oriented were not lost through attrition. 
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The TndtcTiiing of respondents and friends also involved case loss 
Jjecause some respondents did not provide sociometric data, some, made 
(-.0 choices, and some chose friends for whom questionnaire data we.re 
y available: 6,993 of the 7,522 public school pajel members and 2si^^85 
of the 3,176 boys, in the foll6w-vip' were si^pcees fully matched with><their 
first-choice friends' questionnaire data. These rates of ^ase loss 
compare favorably to that reported by Duncan-, Kaller, and Portes i>(1968: 
120), . 1 «P • 

The one Catholic parochialschool was ^roipiped from all arhsilyses since it 
was not. included in the follow-up study; thus, no central w:ity* schools 
were included. Since peer influence should l)e abuhdant in suburban 
schools/ Jhe lack of central city dat^ does not seem critical to the 
study of peer influence. 

As in previous research "first-named fifiend" is a proxy for "best friend"; 
this procedure seems appropriate here because one purpose of this research 
IS to replicate prior studies* 

f . 

It is likely that high school students influence Jitid are influenced by 
opposite-sexed friends (see, for example. Otto, 1977); that separate 
phenomenon cannot be studied here. 

In Models I and lA, the assumed time sequence would be more consistent 
if respondent's occupational aspirations in the spring (t,ime 2) were 
available. The time 1 measure must be used as a proxy for the missing 
time 2 measure. Fortunately, results dependent on this assumption are 
not central to the paper's argument. 
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Most recent status-attainment studies omit the effects of school 
socioeconomic context. Caiapbell and Alexander (1965) found that the 
socioeconomic composition of the student body did not affect college 

• plans directly, but only through the influence of close friZids and 
close friends' S.E^S. And Hauser (1971), Duncan, Featherman and Duncan 
(1972), Jencks and Brown (1975), and Alwin and Otto (1977) have all 
shown that between-school peer context effects are small. 
Teachers' encouragement is,' omitted; teachers' influence on aspirations 

\has been found weak by Herriott (1963), Hauler (1972), Williams (1975), 
Sewell and Hauser (1975), and Alexander and Eckland (1975). 
Since tl^e two studies used different measures with different metrics to ^ 
measure the same variables, between-sample comparisons of metric co- 
efficienti would not bej^aningf ul . 

The Model lA value of pe, is mathematically obtained by removing (through /. 
subtraction) from X, the £art of that was actually an effect of Xq 
(likewise for the effects of X, and Xj on X^), and then using the re- 
mainder of X^ (the resHual) rather than the whole. ^f X^ as a regressor 
of X« . 

Since ModSl lA is recursive, it does not allow for reciprocal selections: 
there is no "selection" arrow leading back.from friend to respondent. 
Nevertheless, friend's selection of respondent has implicitly been taken 
into account in order to remove all selection effects from the fcorcected 
estimate of peer influence (peJ. The^ estimation procedure for computing 
P6, uses as its input r,o, which represents the homophily of friends and 
respondents prior to peer, influence regardless of who has selected who,,. 
As described in the text, this homophilic selection effect is removed from 
the model's estimate of p^,. (If friend's choice of res^pondent were confounded 
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with influence in pei*, the pei* value obtained would continue to over- 
estimate influence somewhat, and would yield a conservative correction 
factor smaller than the true correction factor.) >^,^ 

13 • The interpretation of **X2 as a proxy for early parental encouragement • 
is also dictated by the temporal sequence of measurement. Since 
parents were interviewed throughout the 1957-1958 school year, many may 
have been interviewed after Xo was measured, and it would make no sense 
for Xa to cause a variable that predated it. X2 seems like a reasonable 
pro!^ for early encouragement; however, it would be preferable to have 
an earlier measure of parental enpowragement to avoid the nee^to inter- 
pret X2 as a proxy. Fortunately, the accuracy of path pao is not crucial 
for establishing the main point of the paper. 

J.4. Since an old friend would have influenced Xq as well as Xe , Model lA is 

only correctly specified for respondents with a new best friend at time 2. 

15. The ordinary least squares results are remarkably similar to theiLISREL 
results for both Model I and Model lA. 

If everyone in the sample changed by a constant amount this stability 
coefficient would still be high. 

The value of this coefficient "tells how many standard deviation units Xg 
could be expected to change if changed by one standard deviation unit 
while Xq,^Xi, and X2 were held constaftt* It differs from the uncorrected 
peer influence coefficient for the followiag reason. In Mdfl^l I, a one 
standard deviation increment of X^ predicted to a .254 standard deviation 
increment in X^ not only because X^ affected Xg , but because the increment 
in implied a simultaneous increment in Xq ^ which also affected Xg . In 
contrast, the .120 unit increment in Xg is expected when X^ is incremented 
one standard deviation, but Xq is held conat^ant rather than permitted to 
assume its new expected' value (this is what happens when X^ is controlled). 
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18. Although peer influence is small-, sig nificant oti^er influence is sub**- 

stantial due to the impact of parents* Parents' indirect. effect on later 

i 

plans, given by the indirect path P20 • Peo * (.363) • (.600) - .218, 
supplements their small direct effect on later plans (pea " .078) to 
total .218 + .078 - .296. 

19. The maximum likelihood estimate of rho is -.242, a^negative autocorrelation. 

20. A comparison of observed and implied correlations reveals all dif^^ 

r 

ferences under .03, which suggests a good fit between model and data. 
The correlation between the disturbances of X2 and Xi^ is acceptable at 
-.179 foir boys and -.171 for girls. 

21. The symmetry of these effects, i.e. background factors and early aspir- 
at ions on later aspirations, is now seen not only as a consequence of the 
model's logical and mathematical symmetry, but also as a direct consequence 
of the assumed equality of the two rho values; with that assumption 
relaxed, the earlier symmetry of these path coefficients has disappeared. 
Maximum likelihood estimates of the rho values range between -.d9 and 

.23, an^ can be positive on one side of the model while negative on the 
opposite side; the path coefficients dependent on the rho value fluctuate 
accordingly. 

22. / Since as aquaintance grows, homophily becomes a stronger factor in friend^ 

ship choice (Newcomb, 1961; Cohen, 1977), selection may figure more pro- 
minently in the similarity of new friends than of old friends; corres- 
pondingly, the correction factor may be smaller for old friends than for 
new. The correction factor tor old friends could not be computed in this ' 
data set, but could be computed for older friends with a longer time 
interval between the repeated sociometric measures • 
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There was no evidence, however, that the new frien4ship.s were atypically 
weak in influence. Since corrected influence figures could not be com- 
puted for old friends, the uncorrected influence figures were used to 
compare "new friends" to "all friends." In the recursive case the metric 
O.L.S. influence coefficients for these tw^ubsamples differed by less 
than .01 (.279 vs. .271). In -he reciprocal influence' case, standard- 
ized coefficients could be compared because corresponding standard 
dei'iations for the two subsamples were virtually identical; combining 
boys and girls, new friends' influence averaged .411 compared to .381 for 
all friends, if old friends fexerted more influence than new, it would 
have shown up in these coefficients. 

/ ■■ 
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Figure 1: (a) Model I - A recursive "Wisconsin" model of early status attain- 
ment; (b) Model lA - A modified version of Model I. Variables: Xa - I.Q.; Xc * 
Parents' socioeoncomic status; Xq - Respondent's early college aspirations 
(time 1); Xj » Grade point average; X2 ■ Parents* educational encouragement; 
0(3 « Parents' occupational encouragement; X4 ■ Friend's college aspirations 
.(time 2); X5 - Friend's occupational aspiraticOns; Xe - Respondent's college 
aspirations (time 2) ; X7 - Respondent's occupational aspirations; Xg - Educa- 
tional attainment; X9 ■ Occupational atttinment. Rho is the correlation between 
the Xq and disturbances. 
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Figure 2: (a) Moflel II- A reciprocal influence model (Duncan, Haller and 
Portes Model I); (b) Model IIA . A modified version of Model IT.. Variables: 
, Xa • I.Q., Xc ■ Parents' socioeconomic status; Xj « Frifcnd*s I.Q.; Xf « Friend's 
parents' socioeconomic status; Yj » Early college aspirations (time l)i ^2 ' 
College aspirations (time .2) ; Y3.- Friend's early college aspirations (time 1); 
Y4 ■ Friend's collej^e aspirations (time 2). Rho refers^ to an autocorrelation 
between the disturbances of the same variable measured at both time 1 and 2. 
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Table 1. Model I Path Coefficients 



Dependent 
Variables 



SES 



I.Q. 



G.P,A. 
(Xi) 



Independent Variables 



Parents' 
Educa. 
Encour . 

(X2) ^ 



Parents' Friend's Friend's 

Occupa. College Occupa. College 

Encour, Aspir." Aspir, Aspir. 

(X3) \(XO (Xs-) (Xe) 



Occupa- 
tional 
.Aspir. 
(X7) 



Educa- 
tional 
Attain. 
(Xe) 



CP. A. (Xi) 

Parents' Educa- 
tional Encourage- U79 
ment (Xj) 

Parents' Occupa- 
tional Encourage- .123 
went. (Xj) 



Friend's College 
Aspirations (X^) 

Friend's Occupa- 
tional Aspira- 
tions (Xj) 

College. Aspira- 
tions (Xg) 

Occupational 
Aspirations (X^) 

Educational 
Attainment (X^) 

Occupational 
Attainment (Xg) 



.125 



.105 



.545 



.187 



.076 



.085 



.021 



.113 



.063 



.U8 



.146 



.310 



.195 



,360 



.297 



.107 



.059 



.254 



;094* 



.277 



.353 



r 



.090 



.640 
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Table 2. Model lA ^ath Coefficients ^estimates with rho - 0 before the slaah .and estimates with rho free be low* the lias 











1 


Independent Variables 






Dependent 
Variables 


SES 


I.Q. 

(X ) 
a 


G.P.A. 

(Xi) 


Parents ' 
Educa.* 
Encour • 


Parents' Friend's 
Occupa. College 
Epcour. Aspir. 
(Xj) (Xh) 


Friend's 
Occupa, 
Aspir. 
(Xs) 


Early 
College 
Aspir . 
(Xo) 


Coll^g^ 
Aspir< 
(Xs) 


G.P.A. (Xi) 




.545/ 
.545 








>• 


• 




Parents' Educa- 
tional Encour- 
agement (X^) 


.179/ 
.179 


.187/ 
.187 


.1^3/ 
.113 






s. 


\ 


• 


Parents' Occu- 
pational Encour- 
agement 


.123/ 
.123 


.076/ 
.076 


.063/ 
.063 








> 




Friend 'i College 
Aspirations (X^) 


.058/ 
.058 


.041/ 
.041 


.088/ 
• .088 








.291/ 
.291 





Occupa* 

tional 

Aspir. 

(x^ 



Educa- 
tional 
Attaift 
(X,) 



Friend's Occupa- 



tional ^Aspiray . 
tions (X5) / 


.106/ 
.106 


.Early Collegfe 
Aspirations uXq) . 


.179/ 
.179 


College Aspir-* 
at ions (Xg )| 




Occupational 
Aspirations (X^) 


1 


Educational 
Attainment (Xq) 




Occupational 
Attainment (X9) 





.022/- 
.022 



.145/ 
'.145 

.275/ 
.275 

.153/ 
.044 

.195/ 
.195 

.361/ 
.361 



.363/ 
.363 

.078/ 
-.063 



120/ 
.116 



.059/ 
.059 



.277/ 
,277 



.106/ 
.106 



.094/ 
.094 



.600/ 
A. 956 



.352/ 
.352 



,091/ 
.091 



.640/ 
.640 



Table 3. Model II and Model IIA Path Coefficients (Boys' coefficients beftfre the slash, girls' coefficients after the slash) 



Model IIA 
r 




^1 ' 



I.Q. to Early Aspirations • • 

S^E.S. to Early Asp^'rations 

Friend I.Q. to Friend Early Aspirations 

Friend S.E.S. to Friend Early Aspirations 

I.Q, to Time. 2 Aspirations 

S.E.S. to Time 2. Aspirations 

Friend S.E.S. to Time 2 Aspirations 

S.E.S. to Friend Time 2' Aspirations ^ 

friend I.Q. to Friend Time* 2 Aspirations 

frie^ S.E.S. to Friend Time 2 Aspirations 

jj^^^j^ Aspirations to Tiifte 2 Aspirations 

p - Friend Yime 2 Aspirations to Time Z 
Aspirations 

p 2 " Tine 2 Aspirations to Friend Time 2 
Aspirations 

p - Friend Early Aspirations to Friend Time 
2 Aspirations 



Pic 

Pad 

P3f 
P2a 
P2c 
P2f 
P^c 



4d 



ERIC 



,205/. 214 
.236/.229 ^4 



-.052/. 054 
-.017/- 
.237/. 202 
^ .226/. 1:49 



.516/. 355 



.364/. 534 



f Solutio 
wit h 
rhc - 0 



.286/. 263 
.280/. 270 
.099/. 100 
.088/. 082 
-.017/. 032 
-.005/, on 
.090/. 072 
.069/. 039 
.614/. 645 

.18,37.153 

.090/. 148 

.664/, 697 



Solutioiv 

with 
rho frea 



.275/. 258 
.241/. 248 



.275/.258 
.241/. 24 8 
.286/. 263 
.280/. 270 
.183/. 098 
.^,163/. 085 
.049/. 031 
.007/-. 030 
1(^2/. 138 
.034/. 107 
.296/. 638 



.6^8 



.24(/.155 
.048/. 214 
.794/. 424 
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Appendix U Means> Standard Deviations and Pearsonian Correlation Coefficients 
• for all Boys in the FoUow-^up Study with New Friends 







X 

c 


X 

a 




h 














• 


"9 



Parents* Socio- 
Economic -> 
Status (X ) i.OOO 



c 

I.Q. (X^) .231 1.000 

G.P.A. (Xj)n .233 .546 1.000 

Parents' Occupa- 
tional Encour- 
agement (Xj) .155 .140 ;134 1.000 

Friend's Occupa- 
tional Aspira- 
tions (Xj) .145 .126 .182 .083 1.000 



1. 



arcnts* Educa- 
tional Encour- . ' 

ageroent (X ) .245 .290 .257 .380 .248^ 1-OOG 

« 

Friend's College ' , ' 

Plans (T2)(X^) .184 .206 .243 .077 .551 .201 1.000 

Respondent's ^ 
^College Plans 

(Tj)(Xq) .334 .356 .410 .212 .279 ^478 .360 1.000 



Respondent's 

College Plans . . 

(Ti)(XJ w .335 .377 .448 .198 .370 .*28 .389 .744 1.000 



Respondent's . 
Occupational ^ 

Aspirations (X-) .183 .279 .253 .109 .317 .292 .258 .518 .470 1.000 

■ »y ■ . 

Respondent's 

Educational ^ ' 

AttainiTient (Xg) .331 .436 .569 .139 .304 .369 .340 .530 .596 .^92 1.000 
Respondent's 

Occupational ^ 

Attainment (X^) .280 .421 .424 .211 .235 .283 . 268 . 430 . 451 .341 .675 1.000 

Nean 4.55 105.0 2.02 2.52 1.64 2.72 1.20 1.27. 1.17 1.60 6.27 479.7 

Standard ' ^ 

Deviation 2.25 12.40 0.75 0.80, 0.98 d.59 0.88 0.83 0,88 0.99 1.22 141. S 



ERIC 



3J 




4 



'Q (X3) . ^ 


1.000 


Socioeconomic Status fX 1 




Friend's Socioeconomic 
Status (X-) 

• . t 


. 127/. 184 7^7/ -711 


Friend's I.Q. (xj 
d 


.210/. 250 '.103/. 142 


Educational 
Aspirations (T2)- (Yp 


.374/. 382 .346/. 376 


Friend^s Educational 
Aspirations (T2) (Y^) 


. 198/. 264 .'205/. 266 


Educational 1, 
Aspirations (Tl) (Y^) 


.360/. 341 .^333/, 343 


Friend's Educational 
Aspirations (Tl) (Y ) 


.224/. 242 .229/. 287 


Mean 


104.7/104.6 4.49/4.29 


Standard Deviation 


12.34/11.99 2.23/2.22 


• 

10 


1 



ERIC 



1.000 

!1/.210 1.000- 

'^2137.273 .253/. 222 1,000 

^334 .376/. 347 .399/. 445 



354/ 



1.000 



Y, 



.212/. 232 .213/. 195 .741/. 772 .364/. 374 I.OOQ 

.373/. 348 .382/. 338 .415/.404 .761/. 792 .397/.348 1.000 

4.46/4.27 104.5/105.3 1.15/1.06 1.20/1.08 1.27/1.12 1.23/1.13 

2.20/2.18 12.71/11.31 0.88/0.90 0.88/0.89 0.84/0.90 o'!87/0.91 
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